Recently, cultural, economical, and political relations between nations have increased in a noticeable way. People communicate and interact more and more to achieve mutual understanding and hit the target. While communicating, different language users may not understand or misunderstand intentions of their interlocutors. This misunderstanding happens due to the different lexicon used in different linguistic communities that reflect their lifestyle. Some words possess culture-specific meanings that reflect not only ways of living of a certain society but also the way the members of that society think and act. For this reason, intentionally or unintentionally, people apply their native language competence to the foreign language that will likely result in misunderstanding known as pragmatic failure. This article deals with the pragmatic failure on word, sentence, and discourse levels. Here, implicit meanings of lexical and grammatical elements in discourses across languages and cultures, namely in the English, Azerbaijani, as well as Russian, Chinese, Turkish, and Korean languages and cultures have been investigated.
Research Methodology
Based on previous studies, this research paper continues to investigate pragmatic failure across languages and cultures by using typological, cross-cultural, and contextual analysis. The paper seeks answers to following questions: 1) Are there any differences in meanings of words denoting animals and colours across languages and cultures?
2) What kind of differences or similarities can be observed on sentence level across languages and cultures?
3) How do people belonging to different languages and cultural backgrounds speak on the telephone?
Discussions on the Topic

Understanding Pragmatic Failure on Word, Sentence and Discourse Levels
Wang (2010) suggests three levels of pragmatic failure. Before discussing the pragmatic failure on word, sentence, and discourse levels, it is important to highlight what can lead to that failure. In order to understand one another and grasp what one wants to say, the sides of the communication should work in cooperation. In his Cooperative Principle, Grice introduced a model for successful communication (Grice, 1991) . Table 1 . Grice's cooperative principle A: The category of Quantity refers to the amount of what is said and consists of two maxims: 1. Make your contribution as much informative as required; 2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. The importance of Grice's category of Quantity cannot be denied. On one hand, too much information on speaker's behalf may mislead the listener. On the other hand, by using too many unnecessary words, speaker will miss the target, which may result in pragmatic failure. B: Category of Quantity consists of one supermaxim (try to make your contribution true) and two maxims: 1. Do not say things that you don't believe to be true; 2. Do not say things that you cannot prove. It is not a secret that providing the wrong information within a conversation and leading the hearer in the wrong direction will result not only in communicative failure but also in the loss of mutual esteem. This, in its turn, will likely trigger the break and end relations between participants involved. C: Grice includes only one maxim into the category of Relevance: Be Relevant! By the category of Relevance Grice means speaking on the topic and not diverting the subject without completing one's thoughts. D: The last category is the category of Manner. Here, he includes one supermaxim: Be perspicuous! and four maxims: 1. Avoid obscure expressions; 2. Avoid ambiguity; 3. Be brief; 4. Be orderly.
Grice's maxims are related among themselves. It is possible to see that the major category is the category of quantity and that the other categories are directly related to this category and occur around this category. Grice's Cooperative Principle is a key behind a successful communication. Although the possible pragmatic failure has not been mentioned in Grice's Cooperative Principles, one can assume that the violation of any of these categories will likely lead to communicative and pragmatic failure as stated by Fang (2010) .
Pragmatic failure also happens when listeners or readers cannot understand what the speaker or the writer intends. Larson (1984) states that the "implicit meaning is a meaning that is not shown but it is the part of the conversation or intention to convey the speaker." The colour "blue" expresses depression, sadness in the West. As well, it is used in the logos of American banks like "Bank of America" and "Citibank" and conveys the meaning of trust and security. Ancient Turks associated the colour "blue" with the sky and that is why it was considered sacred. They called God "Goy Tanri" -Blue God. Nowadays, blue is the symbol of Turkishism.
Considering all that, it can be said that without the knowledge of the meanings of the words in various cultures it is hard to achieve pragmatic competence. (Jacobsson, 2004) . In the English language I am afraid can also be used as a means of apology. It is not a direct apology; however, it can be used to express the speaker's apologetic attitude towards some affairs. As for example,
-We are going to celebrate birthday of Jane. How about joining us?
-I am afraid I cannot.
In Azerbaijani bağışlayın or üzr istəyirəm is used in both situations, which can be confusing for non-native speakers and may lead to pragmatic failure. Linguistic expressions like come here, keep silence, close the door, etc. in the English language can be understood differently depending on the type of intonation the speaker utters them. If said with falling intonation, they may be understood either as request or a command. However, if uttered with a rising intonation, they will denote a question. Here, the tone of the speaker, as well as facial expressions, will also play a very important role. Angry tone of voice and sullen expression may offend the listener. When used by non-native speakers, such kinds of direct utterances may be the reason behind misunderstanding of the intention that is known as pragmatic failure. In fact, English people try to express their feelings in a more polite way using specific word combinations that are named pragmatic force idioms by Fraser (1996) :
Would you please keep silence? Do you mind closing the door? How about you come here? Such phrases prevent unnecessary pressure, avoid misunderstanding, and denote polite suggestion.
Utterances that may lead to pragmatic failure on sentence level are I can't agree with you and I can't agree more. The first expression means that the speaker's thoughts do not coincide with the thoughts of his/her interlocutor. However, in the second expression, despite being in negative form, it means that the thoughts of the speaker overlap with the thoughts of the listener. This utterance has two counterparts-negative and positive-in Azerbaijani: Mən sizinlə razıyam-Mən sizinlə razılaşmaya bilmərəm. Semantically, these utterances possess positive associations like in English.
Discourse Level
People belonging to different languages and cultures try to adjust their language knowledge to the discourse of the foreign language so as to make conversation successful. In order to identify what a pragmatic failure on a discourse level is, first of all, we should reveal the nature of a discourse itself. According to Foucault (1972) , discourse not only reflects the speaker's knowledge of the world, but also actively builds the person's identity in his or her cultural environment. Halliday defines discourse as "a unit of language larger than a sentence and which is firmly rooted in a specific context" (Bronwen & Ringham, 2006) . Harris (1952) considered discourse as related language part consisting of two or more sentences. Thoughts about the discourse are numerous. However, all of them share something in common that a text is an inseparable part of discourse. Discourse is a text and a text is an abstract grammatical structure that can be pronounced. It is not a coincidence that grammatical structures unite within a situation and context to form discourse. Veyselli (2010) uses the term "consituation" that is unity of context and situation. Context and situation help to formalize a text, to make discourse successful and understand what is said without difficulty. So, it is hard to imagine discourse without a situation, as it is hard to imagine it without a text. Considering all this, it is possible to say that discourse is realization of context and situation with the help of a text.
Discourse can also be identified as a text requiring a relation between people. Here includes people's interaction at various social gatherings, telephone conversation, greetings, job interview, positive and negative answers to an invitation, etc.
Pragmatics learns what one means by what one says. It means that pragmatic (implicit) meaning is achieved on discourse level. Pragmatic failure on discourse level depends on the cultural factors and the structure of the speaker's mother tongue. This happens when people belonging to various languages and cultures interact; they try to apply their culture to the structure of a foreign language, consciously or unconsciously.
The Analysis of Telephone Conversation on Discourse Level
Telephone conversation consists of different rituals in different cultures. Structurally, telephone conversation begins, keeps on, and terminates with clichés. Telephone conversation differs from face-to-face conversation. The degree of pragmatic failure in face-to-face conversation is lower than in telephone conversation. This happens due to the verbal and non-verbal linguistic means that can be used in face-to-face conversation, which makes the sides of the conversation understand what they want to say by deciphering them.
Openings in telephone conversation are brief and compact (Schegloff, 1986) . Another important characteristic of a telephone conversation is its formal character. Schegloff (1986) includes the followings into the structure of the telephone conversation:
1) Summon -answer;
2) The identification -recognition sequence. Caller and receiver define whom they are talking to;
3) The exchange of greeting tokens (hi/hello);
4) The how are you sequence.
If we analyse the structure of the telephone conversation in Azerbaijani culture, it is possible to observe the same structure. Both in Azerbaijani and English culture, the receiver opens the telephone conversation. Linda: Yeah, hold on, I'll get him. Peter! Ryan's on the phone. Schegloff (1986) names such kind of telephone conversation as canonical. Sides in telephone conversation, in both languages, can use various linguistic expressions depending on the situation and then pass to the main subject. In comparison with common face-to-face conversation, telephone conversation develops around a certain topic and talking of that topic is inevitable. Telephone conversation ends with the gratitude of the sides (Thank you, bye; Sağ ol) before hanging up.
Both in telephone and face-to-face conversation (if we don't take video calls into consideration) there are two sides: the caller and the receiver or the speaker and the listener. In conversations the sides wait for the turns to take that is called turn taking in pragmatics. Levinson (1983) describes it as follows: I participant: speaks and stops; ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 8, No. 6; 2018 II participant: speaks and stops. As a result, we get A-B-A-B-A-B structure while communicating. Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson (1974) introduce turn-taking model. In accordance with this model, it is possible to identify how the sides get a turn to speak during the conversation. This model consists of two components:
1) Turn-constructional component that includes words, phrases or sentences;
2) Turn allocation component that makes the speaker create an opportunity for the listener to speak (Ellis & Beattie, 1986) . This may happen both implicitly and explicitly. Implicitly, it can be any gesture towards the listener and explicitly, it can be the name of the speaker (Marijke, 2010 Turn-taking in telephone conversation has been investigated by Hopper (1992) . Telephone conversation consists of continuous turn-takings, as well. However, turn-taking may differ for its content and length. In face-to-face conversation, it is possible to take a floor by using various means: facial expressions, gestures, intonation, eye contact, or avoiding one's eyes. In telephone conversation as the sides cannot see each other, none of these means are possible to use. The fall of the tone of the voice or long pauses in telephone conversation are the indicators that the speaker has reached the end of his/her speech. Only then the listener can take a floor to speak. Nevertheless, if the listener wants to speak, he/she had better not wait for a long time. Otherwise, his or her interlocutor may take it as a sign of the end of the conversation.
Formal telephone conversation, that is to say business telephone conversation, differs structurally. In English speaking discourse, the receiver introduces himself by saying his name and sometimes surname, and says the name of the place he or she works for. In Azerbaijani, receiver says the name of the place he or she works for; he or she can also say his or her name. For example:
